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‘Comparieon of iwo instructional Proceduree in

[
- |

fnttoductory.Educational ?éychology Classes . .
) - : \ 7

] PR -

v . .

] oot . J . ‘. . ' .
Onhe: continuing problem in higher education is the financial restxictions

[ e B :
. ' , L2 . :
effecting departmental staffing. In our particular environment this haf

. .

.been accompanied by increased enroliments. This additional pressure’” has had

its greatest impact upon two introductory ‘courses-in .General and Educational

’

Psfchology which are-requined)by the Stafe'of Ohio for teacher certification '

- standards. Nearly 2000 students at our institution paes through these’ two-
course offerings each year. Our solution to handling thede large numbers of

Y S ‘ . e ‘

.students has been''t6 institute "large lecture clagses of between 100 and 350

students. The purpose of thi$ paper, then, is to report some innovations ,

v . . . Lo ' . . . v

which have been incorporated into some undergraduate Introductory/Educational‘

.

Psychology classes. Four pedogqgical techniques were uged: (1) a mastery

approach, (2) formative evaluation, (3) a m%dified”pyramid~like structute-
v R , . - i . . * ’

using small group discus31on leaders (4) - and supplemental readings. Post—test‘

data fromf2 1a£§e 1ecture‘classes using the- four above 1nnovat10ns is

contrasted with adﬁgaller class which did not make use of them. 2. .
) N
Three sophomore 1eve1 classds of Introductory Educational Psychology

were lead by two different instructors. The Fall quarter, 1974, class had
A ’ . * T ’ .

" 201 students who metAin_fogxkFO—minute sessions 'per week. ‘The other class,

. ' ko s . . . R
Fall quarter, 1974, “had 36 giudents'who met‘twice weekly in 1Q9—minute

-

sessions. A third Spring quarter,, 1975, class had 157 students‘who met in

"

f
.

A

one 100—minute and twL 50—minute sesaions per week All’classes lasted for )
N|

-

one'university quarter of ten weeks plus an eleventh week of final
. o P : : T

Mo

-~

‘examinations.' Sophonoreileveljstaths or higher’plus‘anrintroductory general

r.

psychology'course;are\the'two main prerequisites for this'course.

Ed
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" student's alternate test score was greater ‘than his primhry teSt score, 75%
N . N . ]

"as to who could také’an;alternate test was-used (i.e., qved\adpdéh scoring,

[y s & >f§'v ' ) . S

L “ .“ . i“
The, large lecture classes were Based -upon a mastery approach incompassing
v -,
five separate units of material for Whlch there were tho possible multiple

. » - »

choice tests for each unit. _ The first test (here on to be:referred to as

« : - ) . [;

the "pripary" test) was given to the entire class at a regulafly_scheduled

Both .raw scores and percent pf correct item scores were posted'within,
3 T _ . s '

time.
24 hours after testiné; Booklets of- thorough explanations for items on the
-y .

primayxy -tests were then made available to all cl@ss members at special
. ) [ R .
evening study sesdions proctored by_a graduate assistant. /ﬁne week after

the "debriefipg session students, at thelr option, were allowed to take a

second regularly scheduled test (here on to be referred to as the

"alternate'"
test) which cOvered the same material as did the’ primary unit tests. fﬁis.is
3y R

‘the "formative" evaluatioh aspect not made use of in the smaller class.

o

Appr0x1mately one—third of the items on the alternate Lest werée the same as

.

s
¥hose on the primary test; however, even the response choices were scrambled

-

intova diffesent 0rder on these items., Two-thirds of the items on the

-

) : 1S -~ A
alternate tests were new items coveriJL the same unit material. If’a

Lo \"‘

3 »

~—

T / . » . o - . ) .
’.of theﬂdifferedce between the two scores was'added to the primary test score

P ] . . -
. . 7

If, however, tﬂé alternate test score was less
& . o
than the primary test score, then the student was’ not penalizeQ’ but given.,

-

for that particular unit.

his primary test score as credit for that particular unit.

..
- .

No restriction

°

I

student was free to take the alternate test)

-

v No fifth unit alternate test

was used'as this"@rimary test

s schéduled at’the time of final examinat%ons.

Ma.

» %
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-

- ;credit of 22, ] .

s > .

_" -

‘there was one 100-minute and

- . 09005

. -

The 1arge’cléss also includedra modified pyramid~1ikerstru¢tﬁre in

. . . [ 1 “

) . a . L. . ‘
which disctssion leaders wére responsible to ‘a graduate assistant who was.

»
o -

‘responsible to he instructor. Twenty discuésibn'leaders in the Fall quarter

‘

and 32 in the Spfing'quarter classes wefd%recguited flom the previous
e . EY \ . R .

quarter's classes and directed'Small‘groups of betwéen five and ten students

;n discussiins related to a set'o€;18 supplggental.regdings. Jhe students in

P
' ( ~

.

the class received credit for attending a maximum QF eight meetings. -The
discussion leaders whd received é.and‘g credit. in the previoss quarter's class
» . . & \.f/ s e . e ..“ o

were given two hours of ctedit for their participation®as group leaders.
In addition to kééping attendance, the leaders, with the advice .of @heir

. - ' . . R ‘ o ° . : . .
groups, were respongsible for writing two multiple-chpice and two true-false"
. « ) - L) ug

questidns for each of -the 18 readings. ‘Each leader then choge thehgwo best
) . . . “r . . X .o
multiple chojce and the two best true-false questions from all those submitted

.,

for each. reading. During the final examinations a.36—ilém duiz over. the - .

LI - . . ‘ :
readings was given to the entire class. If the percent of correct items
: 9 o . ' v o
on’this readings quiz was greater than the average of the five uhit tests, it
, . ! s . . i L A

o

J;s usea "in computi g&th courseigrade éiving é Qeigﬁgigg bfbloz'fo tﬁe =
;eadings Quiz and>é %‘to the average of the five.unit tests. If :ﬁe\régdings
qPig score was less tpan ;he five unit tés éve;age,/tﬂen:thé‘read;nés ?uiz
was~not used in deééfmining the coq;selgradé. Attendance at;group diséussioﬁ
N . - - . .

‘meetings was not mandatory; however,.a .25% bonus credit was given to students
f .4 . . E)
Y [] . . ) :
for attending each of thé eight discussions for a maximum possible bonus . r:

. X e

The insﬁ%uctor of ‘the two large classes primarily lectured over -

Supplémental»material not'conpained-in the text. This took place ‘during

three 5@minute sessions per week\in‘the~Eall'quarter and in the Sﬁting class

- " A ) .
one 50-minute session. No movies were used. .
. .

Test“items cbveiing the supplemental lgctures were contained on the unit tests.

L. - . .




Grades for‘the‘large classes, then, were derived ‘from three sources:
. (1) the average of fibe unit test ; (2) conditionally one.readings quiz\score,
and (3) a maﬂgmum'of 2% bonuS“creélt for discussion group atfendance. Criterion.
T N | leévels were then applled to these computatlons to determlﬁb grades for the 7
.course: 85% 100‘7.1'= A, 76% —v84Z =”B;_68%~—.75%v= C, 58% - 67% = D and less
3 than 58% = F. | : ‘ :’“' I , | ' E

A}

The smaller tlass made usé of summative evaluation,procedures which
included foé%\separate, regularly scheduled unit_tESt from wwhich thehthree, o

. highest test scores determined.the grade for the 'course. Students were . .
’ . R . v ’ ' ¢ .

o allewed to see their tests after having taken them, and explanations of the

~ B . o s ) ’ . [ .

. ‘ -
test items dg%e made available to them &t that time. The students' relative:

. ' ' . . . . ' g Y
., - standing in a distribution'based on their three best unit. test scores was the
-~ . *-
. B, Ty
: prlmary determinant of grades./ Grades of A or B were given for scores abéve e
s o - . N

e

the mean whlle g,.gj or F fell below the mean‘ “The 1nstructor of the smaller

" W - 4 /7 \ % - + .

class both lectured and lead class~éﬁscus31ons. Lectures and discussions .

- L.
4 - v

<

were both of a supplementary nature’ or a further clar1f1cat10n of the .text.

. o . 4
: - . - v R -
¥

_.Some mov1eajﬁ5re also used. ‘ . : C e .

-

‘Some commonality.di%?;xist beétween the three\blassesh Both instructors .

-
a

based thalr course on a text by Robert 'F. Biehler (1974), Psychology Applied .

. to Teaching. Test items wh1ch were suppl1éd wikh th1s text were used by boLh
Tv————T;fJi i ,

14

. « instructors. ‘Explanatmons incliding page number sources for correet—answers

L i 1, .

“  4dnd the logic qf'why other options wete incorrect accompany-Biehler's test \
T . : > - ! 1y , - )
items. The instructor of-thé small class allowed students to review these .

- . —_— [ .
' 20 : . . - ‘ . ‘ -
explanaéZons after each unit t%st, however, did “not give any opportunity to
. P T ) ' .
MY | . . oo L,
' take an éfternate test over the units as did the instructor, of the large classes.

° . - " .

L) . “

Both instructors used personal’items associated witQ'their'supplemental lectures.

' > [
o LS

- —

-
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: in Educational Psychology such as, Learning, Development Measurement and

: higher gains on the post—testing.z Therefore, it is believed the test*doesA

. - T - ' ) # -
4A'department proficieney examination for the Introductory Educatidnal N

Psychology class comprised of_lQZ_multlplE\phoice items was used as ‘a

i ]

-

dzpendent measure. ..This test was origindlly constructed so as to reflect
the, variety of* ways in whicﬁ’this particular c0urse is taught. Five’

/
different text books and their accompanying test manuals along/ with six

differen&iinstructor's ersonal teSt items ere used in constructing this
p o

,proficiency test. Items were selected ;o represent various topic areas A

@

- =

' Evaluation, Motivatioh, etc. ' The proficiency test has been found te have a

) oy S ) -~ . .
high degree of reliability with a KR-20 of .893. An efficiency-index‘bf
N,
BSg(Hofmannv l975) may likeW1se be accepted as further evidence of the .

)

/
reliability,of the test. In a previous form from which the present test

e o8, * L X . .
wag derivedo no statistically s1gnif1cant differences occurred between fivev

— R — -

dmfferent\professors classes taking the test on either the first day (pJe-test)
1

»

' of their classes or the last day ;post—test)///ﬂowever, statistlcally significant

+

differences 1nvariably occurred between pre— and post- testings lways with
% W’

-

measure a gain in-dbgnitive content from hdving taken the Introductory \
Educational Ps¥xhology crlass. S0 o

. ) . : . .
Becausé of inclement weather at the scheduled time for administ¥ation

- ¢ )

of the'post—test in the Fall quarter large class, only'lff'members out of

>

201 vere available. - Nearly the entire small class membership (33 out of* . o

- R . )

36 students) took ‘the proficiency'test“at the end of their quarter's work.
‘ - , . C

. . . . ; ‘ . . .
"~ Pre-testing of the large classeﬁstook place on the first day of the quarter;
. : s :

however; no pre;testing of the smallfclass was possible. Realizing the

- o—— K .
4

weaknesses inherent in a post—test only design, it would yet be useful to "";

!
‘report theihifferences between th two classes. It 1& felt that. there may b
\\ .

. . -
. . : ' - )

: 00007 | S &

v k w ,‘ //m_ ) i ) \‘ .
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be evidence to support the equality-of these .two groups of students. -

- . ~
® . Lo

based upon previous pre- and post-testing of several similar classes in

the past. P o . o . e
A o

Table lfbresents the mean pre—~ and post-—proficiency test ‘scores. for

. .

. . all three clasSes. Statistically significant differences (see Table 2)

3
. .

were found amgng the three classes post—proficlency scores by us1ng a
: -
s1mple one-way ANOVA (F(2 300)—3 815, p < .02). Using a Scheffe post hoc
' <

analysis it was further found that the‘sﬁaller class indeed had a significantly

lower (p. < .05) mean proficiency’test score than both of the la‘ger classes. )
/ . , . - ’ .
) . | Lo L T : - Y J B -
- . g 'If one can accept the large claSsesf_pre~test mean .score as an‘estimate of

. ~

what the small flass would have done'had they takenh the pre-test, then ‘one ' ,' .

' can also.see a statistically-sigﬁificant difference'between their post-test

mean score and the large classes' pre-test scgre (t = 5.2650,Tp < .001).
. v > (313) ) .

Thus,'while all tﬂree classes show a significant gain, the larger classes - - *

s

with the1r accompanylng instructional innovatlons are greate!&than the small

~

class. ' .-

Al Rt

~Other interesting results concern qprrelations gmong the poSt-test_' ‘.
proflplency scores and the course grades achleved by the large class students

L (see Table 3) T%ﬁ correlatlon between the post-teSt proficlency exam and

v the grades Fn the large classes was r =,.48 (n = - 269, p < .001). " A similar

A correlation exists in’ the small class of % = .57 (n =33, p < .001). .
. v

A3

Likewise, the correlation between the post—test prbficiency scores and

regularly scheduled cumulatiVe instructor—made ‘unit Lest scores was examired.
A

In the large classe§ this correlation was found to be, r = 49 (n = 269,- p < .001)

N -~

and in, the ismall class it was, r = .65f(n = 33” p < 001). Bloom, Hastings and

Madaus (l97 ) cite Carroll (1963) concerning certain eXpectaticns of

correlatlons between aptitude and achlevement ‘when either the same ‘or

dlfferent 1n;truction techniques are used in two classes. -Spec1f1cally,
o o y
: 1 |- :

\ . _o0008 .
A\ ,,\ ; : T T e // o oo

s\




[\ ' -Z .
{ N . @
". . . if the students are normally distribuﬁed\i;th'reSpect to aptitude, -
but the kind and quality of~in$truction are made dppropriate to the charaﬁger—

. v ) . '
istics and needs of each student., the maJorlty of students may be expected

’

to achieve mastery of the subjects and the relationshlp between aptltude .

and achievement should approach zero.« It is felt that the Iarge section-

\

with its variety of i structional approaehes and concern for mastery
Y ".’
* ] ach1evement, then, sho 1d have 1ower pos1t1ve correlatlons ‘between the

.
. .

Pdﬁt-Pl‘OfiCienéy&est scores_and either grades or cumulative unit. ?s.tructor— -
made test -scores. Likewise, the small, class using summative evalu tion should

. ’ N X 4 )

. have hlgher positive correlatlons on similar measures, i.e., grades and ' <

a @ N
_instruetor-made test. Thus, from Table 3 we f1nd that 1n both the Fall and L .
- ? N .
Spring 1arge class only 33%Z of the variance being accountad for when predictedfm :
. . / .

by instructor-made tests and 23% when being predicted by grades. Whereas o

the small class instructof!tests account for 42% of the variance in predictingf~

- B . -

,phst—prof1c1ency scores and when grades were used BBA If one can assume
i

that both groups had 51m11ar'apt1tude.d1str1but10ns, then perhaps method of
-

= %nstruction, specificatly the mastery. approach with‘formative evaluation, =

i - - T

v could have had the effect of decreasing variability in post—test achievement
scores. It is_recognized'that these correlations are among wvarious

; » TS - " e

~ - , .
. achievement'sgeres‘and~no»rea} aptitude measure was. used. Bxlgarroll's (1963)

' o . . L 4 ?
) + same 1egic, however,” why could “nhot achievement scqres hate a sim(iar relation__‘ » |
. - ‘ship? In many cases_aptitude eéuld very‘well he:a neasure~6f achievement. - )
Blodﬁ et azl.0 (1974) even notes that the relationghip betyeen’antitude and ‘
a achieveqent should be ?&70 or ‘higher," which might be an indf%ater of ”‘ﬂa&\N%%hh
. ’ - ' ©n g - L e

similar properties being measured. | o o

LRIE T 00009 , - .

: » ~ /
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¥

,of instruction in the larger class'included not only the didactic apprpach

VS \' t ’ “"‘J J

Xy

The pedogogical techniques wsed in the large class were inspired by

Bloom, et al. {1971).  One of\the prlmary'reasons for choosing‘Biehler's
_ R ’

(1974) text. was 1ts organization whfch is based on five specific.hnirs of

instruction with "key point", objectives which are clearly delinedted at

the beginnlng and throughout each of fhe chapters Biehler's test items

B

and the accompanying item by item explanations len themselves to.ﬁloomfs

et al (1974) "formative_evaluation%-procedures. he variety of methods

of one-way communication traditlonally known as the lecture,bu& also
{

a dialectic method 1ncorporat1ng interactlve processes in the sma]l grOup "
discussions. This, likew1se, is an atqempt to fulfi]] B]oom s et al. e
suggestions regarding a var1ety of . methods of- 1nerucrion. Thus, though

there are many moderating variables which are_ obv1ously not contiol]ed for

in th1s .analysis of the two classes, the data‘does suggest favorable support: .

°’ for Bloom's, et'al thes1s, ‘that a mastery "approach aocompanied by formatjve

eVﬁTuation and including a variety of methods of instructionﬂis a fiore
efficiene~é/proach to achiev1ng cognitive educational goals,

’

One m1ght hOWever, question'whether there are negative side effects to

the large lecture class format. - Twelve items from a qurvey adm1nistered to'

V] -

the large classes at exit time shed some light upon the students reactions

to the various 1nnovatlons included 1n)the1r class

' £

the use of small discussion. groups and their dccompanying readings. An .

additional six questions suggested by Biehler were used to probe the students'

>

~

Y

-

Slx of—the 1tems concerned

»

reactions to the mastery approach. The percént of responses to these questions

are presented in the accompanying survey for both the Fall (FZ) and/hprlng (S%)

¢

classes and both cq%bined (Total %Z). Responses to the first question/

‘e

.t

concerning the'time allotment for class meetings and the inclusion of small

-

» ) * ]

.. oooa0
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\\! T . . . T o Do

VAR

group‘discussion overwhelmingly favor inclusion of small grOup discussion

689,3%);vwith the\majority.of students desiring three,iSO—minute~dida6tic :
- ' . - - ’ ‘

presentations and one, SO—minute dialectic‘opportunity in a diScussion

group per week.- Questions 2 /} and 4 likewise favor. the cont1nued:use
b /:‘/'
of'smdll group d1scuss1ons. Even though most students felt that small

group d1scuss1ons afforded an opportun1ty to relate to other Bgople fj ’
’ ‘ .

(questlon ‘5), most people (90 8/) feltt the disdussions sometlmes or always

.

AN

related to subject matter otherw1se contarned in the course (question 6).
Responses to Biehler's»questions regarding the mastery approach clearly

indicate this to be a more desirable class structure: While students'
: . : NN
. . . ¢ N LA
responses: to question 7 regarding exam tension appeared somewhat mixed,.

s . ’ g *
i . . . .

’ o, : N
3 small majority did experience some‘reductiqn in test anxiety (56.1%).
However, 41.17% didn' t feel any reductlon. Nevertheless, a clear majority*

. - -

(70. 6A) did favor the criterlon or work1ng toward a standard approach

\ » v

(question 8). ‘Also, a majority (83%) felt that;the standards wh1ch were set

f
1

were appropriate (question 9). ‘The use of freguent ort unit exams
. woo .o . @ . cr A .
(question 19) was also found totbe highly desirable (96.8%) and students

IS

felt thgy did "learn a 1ot" (70 3%) because of the demands made by the tests'
.\ “ -

for memoeratlon of the key p01nts in the text Cquestlon 11). Moxeover,’

" most students (53.349 felt memorlzatlon‘was necessary in order to really r
learn material (question 12). Howewer,'this twelfth item was the only one’
- T o ' ' s . . : R .
on the survey which showed a significant difference between the Spring and

©
b

Fall quarter classes (x2 = 11.45, p < .009)
(3)

In summary 1t is felt that 1arge\classes do not have to be a negative’
experlence for undergraduaté college stud?nts. "Both from a cognitive and

an affective point of viéw, students can gain more knowledge and prefer the
O( - » g & »
. - A . \




.

* - “ ' ! 7' . L 2"_‘ 77.4—;- R - 4o
“ ' ’ ' : o 10 - .
A L U L o - | i . I
. experience of a 1arge‘c1ass if it is_Structured-in the' appropriate manner. )
. . ItwlS the belief of thlS writer that a mastery approach-maklng use of e

¢, . - .
l\goals, ?ven in T

formatlve evaluation can efflelently achleve educatlona
) .

an Introductory Educational Psyc&ology class. The use of dlscusgion 1ea5ers

. \ ¢ , n
*  small groups,-and §upp1emgnta1-readings may‘a130¢enhance the students' -~ -~
B - ° BN . N . s, . *
o . . ) 1 L .
experience in a large class.structure. . ) @/
« s . . : - |
¢ : Y « ' . ' I ,
. - - ¥ - G
14 N . "( ) o '/\ "QV {i\ -
- \ 4 . X - . a-‘
e a . r . \
. . kg -
’ r- .
- . z I\ ¥+ ) L} i
. . . ? s 3 l “
’ - 7 -ttt ' . -
L7 R ‘ . °
P .

®
. / :
- ’ o« L ] -
i .
“ M v
hd P ~ v .
o -
s
v .-, . .
’ * ‘1
&
. ., .
4 « e > . . : , -
@ s Ko . .
- - -
- - . . - .
‘ ‘ v,
N L * ) \
4 - — s i s
. ’ .
R .
. . I . .
- . .
v
»
.
. ¢ . “ w -
- ' R
. P i
) a . ¥ 0
v
o . -
- ¢ [
- v A
\ N :
\
t
- so -
¥ . 4
i . - " - / . -
~ ' ' o
. b
@ ‘ . -
.
- " ) N ¢, \ ‘
- "o \ ~
- o Ay
\ .
f - . .. .t %) . . .
- - \ .
[
s A Y o - )
b ~
\\ : x - e ;
- - - ~ .~
- . -~ . .
4 T e '3 . & -
P t ' . .
- . ’ ! .,
- -
k2 .-
. E . 9 ‘
\ ’ - - R Q - ) "
. « . . " B !
- ' “ ~ s b .
- / P —
. . - « '
. . . -~ hY L. o
oo T X . R > \_,j - . .
e . ~ o . N ‘*‘% .. : T
. Hete L - . R : - . 8 . . i
B 00012 - .
a4 . . . ) . o ' . t
. : . N Lo 7 Y ‘ ) .
. ) /
. . ]

.~




. 4

#

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
1
4

Bidhler, F..

~

. summative evaluation-of student.leazning.

r ..
Ye .
g

P

-~

e .

AW .
o .

"

~

. e
References

o

Psychology applied to teachinga Boston: Houghton Mifflin
5 - - .

& . X ébmpén.y,’ .1974. 'v‘/ ,

<

S

Bloom, B. 8., Hastings, .J. T., 4nd Madaus, G. F.

+

‘

. -

' ‘Company, 1971,

;Carfoll, J.

-

64 723 733

' ‘\! * - ]
- " . '
Hofmﬁﬁn,- R. The concept of - efffélency 1n itqp aﬁaly31s. ucational and
t - - A}
T " 4 .
v cho: o ical Measurement}ﬁxin press Fali 1975) ' ,
y . A= , oo
N ok \ . ;. : L S
‘F1 . - ﬁ' 3
» W
g 7 »
. . : ' 17:. ot
3 i R [ g
T v - S ,“ 0‘ . ) \ N ‘
L .
o :‘: 1
. .
H N .
A T oy
. v ' ' ¢
f R EL '
. ™~ o el . ’ .“; . )
@ . N
b ) -~ v B s v
P o ) ',v,:
- - /
~ »
Y a
- e ‘. . ’ \ . )
& I3 .
7
N e - - L R
' [ ) ’ Y
. :
/ .

4.

. K.ﬁodel\df school laarning.

P

4

E w

~

. L. o, S

A X |

Teachers College Kécbrd, 1963,

- L

Handbook on formative and

New York: McGraw—Hii% Book

a

-
H o~
-
N
“
v
<
.
.
¥
.
.
S
N




'
' ¢
K
L]
-
e
A3

) T . ’,
' ' . s . L. -Z_rf,
— ) . ! M . . . L4
- ;. . . - - ’ ‘ ’ ’ » ‘\ N N ’ S—
o _ Tabde T- - . ; —
. a ‘4, N . » B . . - e R . .‘ ."_ . - N / . .
~Mean Pre- and Pest-test Proficiency Examigation Scores o !
| | | | < » o d T
S, . for L?‘rge and Small Classes L v P _ st
’ . i [y .
] . - ‘ Pre-Test o, + ¥ Post-Test. .
4‘ Groups . L& — vt f/ \
~ ‘ - — ’» v ,
: | M sb. oy M 'SDrs  n .
S e - f \ \
(. Large Class. (Fall) 47.94 8u4b T 149 280 9'.3%\ o121 s g
> ' & ", Tt
Large Class (Spring) 49.48  9:84 132  60.32  10.46 ' 149 .
r) - oF ‘ i L, ’ B . ’ -
- Both Large €lasses . 48.69 9.12 /2827 " 61.43 10,03 . 270
¢ ‘ ' ’ . : .\. o
. .Small Class R _— - \ 57.84 - 11.75.  !'33
~' . O [ ' ) ” ) W 7 ,‘ . .677[,;\\ ., | / ‘ . .
.o i N R N / » . b ’ .
% - Table 2 R . ,
Y ~ _One~way ANOVA of Three Classé‘\s.Pos‘zti—'profic ency | L
) L ‘ Test Scores = ' . )
P . ' . : o
: // , Source . df \ MS : F. - P
Between Groups 2 - 395.00 . 3.815 = P < .02
Within 300 ' 103.54 e - o
< 3 - ST
, \ ] ww e S
’ . . . o - . -
. . ) . .
{ D : '/‘ -
- * T : ‘;‘ - /,,
E S | ’ . : CLoe -5 | .
. a S r—\'/\\i": L g
' v , . . L4
. ' PO . o -
.2 a , g - . /
S { L L
{I“ “ 00014 - _’
P 3 .
§ e L \/ R




. <
-
.
° .
-
.
.
’
‘-
. 9
- '
-
o
!
. '
‘.

v O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

- Y
r .

Large énd Small Class Correlations between Post-Proficiency S&ﬁ;es and

b -
= v ;

.

Table 3

i

Instructor's Gradés and‘iﬂg?%uctgr M

"

3 - )
ode Test Scores

- v ’ " [ '
1 g -
» i
» - L]
) » S ~
- . 25 ' -
' Correlations between o, . Class , i
.. . - . . . ) ' " N Cas N "
' Post-Proficiency: scores and: Large (Fall) ‘large (Spring) Small
4 - . n = 121 n = 148 n = 33
. - ’ - Al " " ) *
* P
% . ] . \‘
: . - — ] T »
Grades in Class .47 47 . 57
. o e "
Instrugtor-made test scores Y .50 .65
N\ .
—
< . o
N g ,
. \( e , .
3 L4
. P - A
- . R ; , )
. E < [ .
[ . \ §
. R 4 . K ¥ ’ .
~ - L] .. ’
- . ) ’ * " .J‘
by - ®
v [ ‘ *
\ - ~ -~ v
, . . N - ’ s .9
L]
\ oo .
i ) . . , + N R *
R e
. . e
v M - " - Y
A " . .
. '
- . . .
v . P { ¢ *
M ]
S 9
\ . . o f
» - \ $ -
a ., A\
3 > “
\ L
- AY
L4 \ 4 . - .
7
o .n
N » F * "
v . ~ 3 -
rd -
- N . t -
. ;o / . .
," - - 2
» ¢
' .
) - \ . i . . ~4
- - 1
00015 SR
) , ' : y ..
‘ S )




.~ A SURVEY OF OPINIONS RELATED TO THE oy

S%ALL GROUP'DISCUSSIONS IN AN INTRODUCTORY EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY CLASS
. . . . <

e vl ’ : |

: One of. the unique factors accompanying this" particular section of EDP 052
Tntroduction CO Educational Psychology has béen the inclusion of smdll groups with ’
focused discussions based on a set of readings. -These small group discGssions”

are not ‘a regular feature im this course! Therefore, we would" 1ike to get some
feedback regarding your percepfions and experiences in the discqss1on gr0ups this
quarter. We in the Départment of Educational Psychology are not thoraughly
convinced one way or the other wbout the yalue of this kind of ‘small group experi-
ence, and at is time would like to obtaX n .some feedback. I hope you wauld respond
to this survey in as honest a'fashion a@s possible. . Your opinions and views may

be’a definite determining factor in future class structures. .

. - . .~
-

S% TotalZ . . 4 -
L - '1. One of the major pu#poses of having discussior groups was to N
e < fulfill a need expressed by last year's sbuderts who felt that
. they wanted” to "talk'" more about the course material,' rYather than

fg#’.the simple, one-way dialogue of listening to the talks or seeing ‘
. ° movies normally shown in the courses. Which of the following class

structures would you have preferred. . I
3.6 .. 3.2 a. Two 100-minute presentations by the instructor per week without
’ any small group discussion. (12:00 - 1:50 PM on Monday and Tyesday:

the way this class could have been without discussion groups. )

9.4 7.5, b. Four 50-minute presentations.by the instructor per week.
28.3 26.5 c. Two 75-minute presentations by the instructor per week plus
’ - one 50-minute discussion _group.

58.7 62.8 d. Three 50-minute presentations by the instryctor and one

50-minute discussion per week.

2, Given,the choice of attending a elass which iacTirded or a class
which did not include discussion groups, with the stipulation that
either class'would include 50 minutes devoted either to presentation
.or discussion, which one would youdthoose:

13.0 Ilef ~a. No small group discussions--instructor presentations only.
87.0 86.9 b. 50 minités of small group discussion per week with 150 minutes
‘ + of presentation by the instructor. . i C

x2(1)=0.03, P<.87 - : . S
» . 3. _Would you recommend to fellow students, if they were”glven a choice
- . between 2 sections .of EDP 052, 'that they take: )

89.5 86.2 87.7 " a. the section with the accompanying group discussions.

10.5  13.8 12.3 b. the sectlon without the accompanylng group discussion.

X2(1)=0.34, P%.56 1
. > 4. Would you recommend that small group discussions be included
in this class in the future?

¢

2.6 1. 4 . 2.0 %a. definitely not . . . ’
18.4 3.2 21.0 . b. maybe . _ . - 5.
78.9 5.4 77.0 . c. definitely yes ‘
2 . = . < .. G * ) . . ~ ) d
x (%) 1 22, P. 54 . . .
< ’ K ‘
Vs . : .
N 4_") g R Bl

: 7 o006 , .




FZ s%
11.4 9.4 .
83.3  88.4

P L]
"

5.3, 2.2

x2(2)=2lo9, P<.35

©

6.1 11.7.
79.8 73.7
14.0 14.6

v

.

"
.
.

‘12.2  23.2

<39.1 37.0

| 46.1 37.0
2.6 .9

X2 (3)=5.55, P<

27.4  25.8
46.9 .. 41.7
20.4 .26.5
5.3 6.1

' X2(3)=l -'.48, P<.

Total?Z .

5.
10.3
8671

AN

3.6

L 3
9.2 V
76.5

14.3 -
X2(2)=i, 40, P< -30

* Ypressure caused by exams made up of questions on

- 18.2

37.9

41.1
2.8
.14
8.

5.7
69 °

.c. always\ -~ . -

. ™~
/.. o . : '

Which do ou feel is a more important objective for the
groupudiscussions’
a:; The addition and clarification of” factual data (a cogn1tive
goal). Co
b. The opportunity to relate to other people who are in’ the
same situation as yourself——to see what others are thinking and
feeling (an’ affective ‘goal). ; -
c. tdtorial, based only upon course content. - "\ ' ‘

) »

Could you relate the discuss1on group topics to the course

presentation’ . ) . ' -
. ISy

a. never ¥ r } .

b. sometimes ; . o . :

)

N

7. rBasing exams on the Key Points identified‘in.the teft‘was . o

As_compared to the
"unannounced"

points in a text, did you feel this,was successful?

intended to reduce pressure and  tension.

_a. Exam tension was reduced to a considerable extent. ‘

b. - ‘Exam tension Jwas reduced some. . .
c. Did feel any difference in dagree of anxiety ab0ut exam.°
d. _Félt more.pressure with key points approach.. .

~

- - -~
Using a critevlon (e g. get no more than 2 wrong) approach, to .
grading was intended to re 'uce~competition Hétween students
(which is almost inevitable when relative standing grading .

v

9.

.procedures are used).

Did you feel this was successful?

a. Much preferred working toward a,standardhe

b. Thought ciiterlon approach was somewhat better than
relative standing. :

c. Didn't see any difference’'in criterion and relative
standing -approach.

d. "Would prefer a relative standing approach.

In regard to the criteria which were established for di fevemt

* . grade levels this semester—and taking into account that’ th1s is”
a 5-unit course, how did you feel about the requirements for
the different grade levels? = ) s

To

a. Felt they were too lenient. N
b. Felt they were about right. e =
. Cs Felt they-were too strict.

d. Felt they were much too;strict.

»

{put into practice what is ‘known about learning and memorv and

‘alsoin an effort to reduce pressure and tension, exams covering-
about 100 pages of text weme scheduled about every two weeks:
What were your teactions to this approach’as compared to ‘fewer
comprehensive exams such as a mid-term.or. final’

‘'

Fid

Ay

- . . . ?'ft:,ﬁ‘
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TotalZ"

.85.2

ON

5.4

43.7

22.2

27 .4 .

6. 7

x2(3)-11 45, Pe 009

.%

12.

53.4
L 17.5
23.2

a

6.1

- b.

78.8
13.0 . 16.8  15.1
0.9 %5% 1.2
0.9 g.9 2.0
'X2(3)=2.‘0, P<.49
11.
o d
. X
f . ‘ i ‘
43.5 0.9 42.1
30.4 6.3 2822
L 25.2  28.5  27.0
0.9, - |4.4 2.8 -
%2(3)=3150, P<.32

N

r

Felt frequent short exams were much better than feWer 1o§g ones.
Felt frequent short exams were a bit better than fewer long one
Didn't feel frgquent exdms were any better or worse than fewer

4

c.

" tests.

~

‘'what they have read, how do you feel about approaches to test1ng‘ -

R 3 ,ri
RIS P8 N
. {,\,; 5‘\‘; \
You were asked #¢o answer test questions from memory on the grouqqsx *,
that this would: (1) encourage overlearning and you would. be F
more likely to remember. what you have read--so that.youfwould know ,
what was available in the text for Jfuture reference and where t:.o""r
1ook and (2) would indichte the degree of your understanding: of' the
Key Points so that you could correct for omissions-and misifiter- =*7'
pretations. How did you feel about being asked to memorize 1nfor} .-
mation about the Key\%oints7 L . . . DA

~

d. Would have preferred three exams on_ about 200 pagés each

a. Felt it was 1egit1date and that 1t worked——I learned a 1ot.

b. I didn't like it but it was Justifiable since I wouldn't have

learned as much othe‘wlse. -

c. Think that there should be less stress on memorlzation.

d. I resénted it so much I came to hate the'Book and the class.- o
* . % . < R

Taking into account that it is desirable to have students read . a.ﬁgggé;““ |

text with care_and then demonstrate ‘how well they understand

which place varying emphasis on memorization?
Memorization is necessary in .order ,to really learn material.

a.
b. .. Would'‘have preferred open book exams or the equivalents )
c. Would nave prererred ans questlons by worklng at my .\J/

own pace at. home or in the 1fbrary o \
d, Would be better to not have any text: or formal assignments; =’

- Just have the class discuss points they feel are important¥< ~

LY

~ . _—

”~ - -
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EDP 52 Spring Quarter 1975 ) . ‘?" . o
Dr. Larry Sherman, 120 McGuffey, Phone: 529-6621 AN - .

This class will be based primarily upon a text book which is: Psychology Applied S
to Teaching by Robert F. 'Biehler. - Published by Houghton MIfflin Co., N.Y. 1994, 2nd -ed

’

Besides this resource both class leckures and the readings which will be covered
.in small discussiony,-groups are additional sources. -Your grade in this class wil% ‘
be based upon competence or mastery of the course content which may be derived f om
the éBove'three regources:{l) the text, 2)'c1ass'1ectqfes; and 3) discussion
group readings. ' . ,
Besides the regular lecture sessions, once per wéek you will ‘be provided with a '

es of -readings intended as topics for discussion in smdll groups which will be -
directa! by your peers. These discussion leaders ﬁe?e red?ﬁiteﬂ from the EDP 52
courge ‘tiught the previous quarter, Fall 1974, and they are all volunteers. They
- are by no means ."'master teachers," and should not be thought of as such. Your - -
final sexit grade will be computed from three specific area&:’l) your average perr .
. formance on unit tests, 2) your performance on a quiz covering the discusqipn group
readings,’ and 3) your attendance at discussion group meetings.  ‘The following ;
1s a breakdown of these 3 spefific areas:

b}

~ . -

I. Five Unit Tests. . Credit o L ° RN
<+ A., Original tests: Each test will cover a unit of study specified in the "
S “Course Calendar." (There will rot be any ¢omprehengive midterm.or fipal -~
. exams.) The fifth unit test will be given at the final.exam time.‘.The‘ - ’

‘average ''percentage of correct" on all five tests will be one of the
comp@nents upon which your final grade will be calculated. These test

A * 'scorés.will contribute 90% to your final grade. o .

" B. Alternate tests¢ , If your performance on any of the first four "origimal" .°

) - tests s not accepfable to yourself. you will be given an opportunity to
take an alternate form'of the tests. A.feedback. session will follow within ~ -

“one week after each of the first.four tests where you may'see the correct
answers and the.rational of why the answers are correct. After this feed-
back session you will be given ‘an opportunity to take a different test . over

- the same. material as the previous test. Approximately 1/3 of the items .
on this alternate test will be the same as. those of the origipal test.

" IF ybur percentage score on this alternate-test is higher than. that 'of mhe
‘original test, 75% of the difference will be added to your score on the
original- test. If you do as well as.or worse than your original test score
no change will be made to your original score. This means that you cannot
lose by taking an alternate test, you c@n only gain, but only gain.?75% the
difference between the two tests. The mathemaﬁifal formula for this
calculation would be: .75 (Alternate - Original) + ORIGINAEL It is more
advantageous grade-wise to do well on the original ‘tests. The amount.
of time involved _in taking qheée a)ternate tests does subtract fr ,the
time you should be using to study”succeeding units, However, this®¥system
is a good "bailing-out" device. - o B T o

-I1. Discussion Group Credit. - : o - :

~ A. Attendance: you will be given,” gratis, .25% credit for attendance at-

each of 8 discussion group meetings. ’;his could potentially total up ta
~bonus credit of: 2%. . S S v " -

B.. Readings Quiz: There will be an additional quiz over the readings which

' you will be provided with in the small discusgion groups. The percentage

of ‘correct itums on this quiz will be figured into your final average.

This quiz will %ontribute 10% to your final g'i"ﬁdé.,[:u i . ,

.
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. Thus, 90% of your final grade will bé.contributed by your pcrformancc on the five .

unit tests. That {is, each gf the five tésts is worth 18% of your final grade. }]0%Z. o

of youtr grade will be based on your performance on the quiz over the discussion :

-\ © group readings. An. additional AS'7% bonus credit fer attendance at each of the 8 A
discussion groups meetlngs will be added to y0ur average perforamnce on thehé unit
tests *and the readlngs qu1 ' , )

i
» -
)

Figuie\#l‘ oL T Mastery Criterion Levels’
«t . A | 4 A . N v v ‘ - ’ = - : i - "# ‘ o .
D .7 A 86 -100% :
' I ) .Z-B 77= 8% .-
+ 2% = GRADE<IZ-~-C- .69 -.767% -*
“ (potential : '~7D 59 - 68°% _¢®
attendance " F 0- 587 .
\ credit) ' o ‘ ‘: , N e
N . o . N . : ¢ "’,.
N \\ - - ‘>

4

'-3§\-= The grading system upon which this course is based would be described by the author
’ 7;5& of the text, Robert'Blehler as a "MASTERY" system. Theoretlcally, everyone in the

‘3Q$x class ‘Could get an "A" as the '‘mastery criterion leyels'' in flgure 1 are not- discrim- .
\inatory (based on a "norma1~curve") and if the whole ¢Iass coula get their cumulative -
scores above 86 then they would 411 get A's. - - N .
Time:' 1o:oom11:50 Mondays: 10:0Q - 11:00 Thursdays L , S
o . Lo e e T L
R T BT . T T T .
;_ ,\‘\: . N . vv ‘\K . N : o ) - o DATES v . - . . A ‘ . . T . ‘
B Month ~  TUESDAY -« -~ - S . THURSDAY .
. MARCH 25 R 27 o — o
apRIL’ |1 . " |3 Test #1 [Chapters 1-2] .’ oo
: 1 : . - - . .v.‘ . B . \:’ ~
, ‘ : . 8 ' . : o ,‘f :/9 N d
: - _ 15 S ARV -Test #2 [Chapters 3-4] P
, | ‘22 , I B2
' MAY o 29 ‘ 1 Test #3 [Chapters 5-6~7]
‘ Y . Last day to drop is May 2, 1975.
6 . . I 8 ' .'3 . .
f 13 . 15 Test #4 [Chapters 849—10]
t 20 . | 22 N
27 ' - 29 ' S
JUNE -‘[ Regularly scheduled final exam- time for Test #5'[Chapters 11-12-14)
S - ’ ‘ .
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| correlation exists between their, total Grade Point Avérage\(GPA)rand their

A last minute.analysis of the relationship between aptitude-and .

achievement became available whengﬁnixerSity\officials agreed to release

Qon
Miami Unﬁverslty uses ACT scores Jn mjhing

\

’

decisions concerningJHdmissions.

to predlct academic ach1evement it would be reasonable to oons1der thfs

test as an aptitude"dtest.,

FORMATIVE versus SUMMATTVE eval\ations upon the relatlonshlp between

aptitutﬁe and achleVement Act”’ scores wete correlated with rhe posL~profyciency

scores separately in each of three classes (see addendum TABLE 4)

‘

" does account for a larger amount of:varlation (29A) then the larger classes i‘;“
. '\~ .
(24/7 t‘ThouOh this is nét arstatistlcally signiflcanL difference it is : ¢ >~

.

_ the student's ACT scores.

‘ﬂﬁnﬁT scores (r = .41, p’<

.\o

vy
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.001, n
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in the directlon which Bloom, et. al.
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(1971) would have predicted

Addendum : -

Withln the seldct sample of primarlly -

‘education maJors who garticipated in the three classes a s1gnichant
.290)“ "Since ACT scores are'generafly used

Thus to further -examine the effects of . e

rellable differences in the corre&at@ons were found between the three classes.

H0wever, the small class which made use of summatlve evaluation procedures
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